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_'_k_ UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCYREGIONIX
75 Hswthome Street

San Francisco,CA 94105

VIA FACSIMILE
(619) 532- 0940

December6, 2000

Mr.RickWeissenbom
EFDSouthwestBRAC Offr.es
1230 Cohn_ia Strut, Suite 1I00
SanDiego, CA 92101-8517

Re: AlamedaNAS; U. S. EPA Review of NavyResponseto Agency Commentson May,
2000 DraftRadiationRiskAssessmentfor OU-3 OR Site 1), datedNovember8, 2000

Dear Mr. Weissenborn:

The U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (U.S. EPA) has received andreviewedDraft
Navy Response to Commentsfrom Resulatory Agencies on the May 22, 2000 Draft Radiation
Human Health Risk Assessment for Site ] Alameda Point, dated November8, 2000. Enclosedis
a Memorandumprovidingreview commentsfromMr.Steve Dean, of U.S. EPA's Technical
Sup_n Team. Preliminaryagencycommentswere provided to the Navy duringthe BRAC
CleanupTeams(BCT)November28,2000,OU-3RadiationMeeting.

Ifyouhaveanyquestionsregardingthismatter,pleasecontactmeat (415)744-2365.
SpecificquestionsregardingMr.Dean'sMemorandummaybedirectedto himat (415)744-
2391.

PhillipRamsey
RemedialProjectManager

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Michael McClelland, Navy BEC
Ms. Mary Rose Cassa, DTSC
Mr. Brad Job, RWQCB

Ms. Dina Tisini, City of Alameda Community Development Department
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(__k_ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX
75 HawthomeStreet

8an Francisco, CA 94105

November30,2000

MEMORANDUM :,

SUBJECT: DraftO133 RadiationRisk AssessmentResponses to Navy
Responses to EPA Commits, datedNovmeber8, 2000

FROIVi: Steve M. Dean (SFD-8-B)
SuperfundTechnicalSupportTeam

TO: PhillipRamsey/Anna-MarieCook (SFD-8-3)

General Conm3ent One:

This HumanHealth Risk Assessment In Supportof RemedialAction Objectives for Radiological
Materials at Operable Unit 3 Alarm.daPoint, Alameda, Californiais predicated on anassumption
thatradium 226 in smklLdiscrete sources along with a smallnumber of strontium deck markers
are dispersed randomly throughout OU-3. There may be other radionuclides of concern, as well,
buried deep enough to avoid detection by surface surveys yet may possess differentchemical and

" physicalproperties from radium and strontium. Placinga three feet thick cap over dispersed
sources may offer an acceptable degree of safety. I amnot convincedthat the Navy has fully
characterized the site the potential for consolidated subsurfaceradioactive waste. If such areas

•exic, t in OU-3 thenadditionalsteps willbe necessary to minimizelong-term health risks
regardless of the proposed cappingand reuse plans.

Myresponseto theNavy'sResponseto GeneralCommentOne:

I havereasonto suspectthat the conceptualsitemodelfor theO133radiationriskassessmentis
lacking.Theassumptionthat theradioactivedeviceswererandomlydispersedduringinitial
disposalmaynot fullyexplaintheconditionof severalof theradioactiveanomaliesat Old3.

I have threepiecesof informationwhichmaysuggestthat therandomdispersalof radioactive
devicesoccurredaftertheirdisposalatdiscreetlocationsin radioactivewasteconsolidation
trenchas.TheradioactivedevicesweredispersedthroughoutOU3 bysubsequentgrading
of non-radioactivewasteareas. Sincetheradioactivedisposaltrencheswerenot clearlymarked
or delineated,earthgradingequipmentoperatorsinadvertentlyspreadsoilcontaminatedwith

• radioactivedevicesover largeareasof OU3.
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First,the Navydocumentssuch as NavalAir Station- AlamedaInitial AssessmentStudy(I.AS)
reports dating backto the early1980'sarenot referencedin thisradiationriskassessment. These
reportsmaymake referencesto radioactivedisposalpracticesat OU 3 which employedtrenching
for radiationmaterials disposal. This typeof documentand perhapsothers referencedwithin
willprovidemore detailson radiationwaste issues at OU 3.

Second, a formermemberof RASO who now works for CaDHSclaims that duringradiation
removalactions undertakento expandthe runway,severalconsolidatedradioactivedisposalsites
wereencountered. At least one areacontaininga highdensityof radioactivematerialswas
left intact because, at that time,RASO did not think thatit would impact the runwayexpansion "..
project. It is even poss_le that theradioactivewastes removed from the constructionareasmay
havebeen added to theremainingconsofidatedradiationdisposalareas. The Navy should
conduct interviewswithpeople thathaveinstitutionalknowledgeof the radioactive waste issues
duringtherunwayexpansion in theearly 1980s.

Third,in Marchof 1998 1did severalradiationsurveysof an areaat the northwestend of the
runwaythathas surfacegammareadingstoo high for the typicali_mdomlydisbui'sedradium
pointsourcesfound atmilitarylandfills. Thehigh gammalevels at the anomaly and the
patternof radiumc,on_tion in thesurroundingareasuggest a poss_le consolidatedradium
waste disposalarea. Removalof the anomalyandfurthercharacterizationof this areaand other
similaranomaliesin OU 3 is warranted.

SpecificComn_m Four:

A point of clarificationis necessaryon an issue thatarose duringthemeeting with the Navy,
TetraTech, CaDHS, the Cityof Alame.da'scontractor,and US EPA at DTSC on Tuesday

L*.._

November 28, 2000.

The radiationriskassessmentdoes not clearlydifferentiatebetweenthe waste landfillareasand
other_ of OU3. IftheNavydoesnotaddaprotectivecapoveralloftheareasimpactedby
radioactivecontaminationtllenthoseareasin.actedbyradiumbutnotcappedwinrequire
ren_ial_on appropriatefor unrestricteduse. If the Navycommits to cappingallareas impacted
by rad_ then using20 microRoentgenperhour (uR/hr)as tl_ cleanuplevel duringthe surface
anomalyrmnovalaction seemsadequate. But using 10 uRJhras the cleanur)level for
radiumanomalyremovalsinuncappedareasisnotlikelytosufficeforunrestricteduse.

Ifyouhaveanyquestionsorcotmmntsregardingtheseresponsespleasecontactmeat 415744-
2391oratdean.steve@epa.gov.

cc: PennyLeinwander(CaDHS)
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